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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-21 remain pending in the application. In the Office Action, claims 9, 1 1, 
13, 14 and 17-21 were rejected under 36 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph as being 
indefinite. In response. Applicants have amended these claims, and Applicants now 
believe that the amended claims overcome the rejections. In addition, claims 1,10-12 
and 15-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0120782 to Bortoloso, et al. (Bortoloso) in view 
of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0205767 to Partanen (Partanen). 
Claims 2-4 and 6-8 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bortoloso In view of Partanen and further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 
No. 2005/0044162 to Uang. et al. (Liang). 

Claim 5 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bortoloso in view of Partanen in view of Liang and further in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/0049842 to Huetsch, et al. (IHuetsch). Claim 9 was 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bortoloso in view of 
Partanen in view of Liang and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,224,1 00 to Lee, et ai. 
(Lee). Claims 13 and 14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bortoloso in view of Partanen and further in view of Huetsch. Finally, claims 17-21 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bortoloso in view of 
Partanen and further in view of Lee. 

Independent claims 1 and 10 have been amended to clarify that one of the IPC 
clients is a requesting IPC client and that the IPC sen/er, upon receiving a sen/ice 
request from the requesting IPC client, determines which from amongst the one or more 
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IPC clients is best suited to liandle the service request and the requesting IPC client 
deterrriines whether to use the one or more IPC clients recommended by the IPC 
server. Support for the amendments can be found on page 21 , line 20 to page 22, line 
5. No new matter has been added in view of these amendments. 

Bortoloso simply does not describe such a feature. Moreover, the load balancer 
in Partanen merely receives tasks in the form of a load and blindly distributes these 
tasks to various nodes based on the current capacity of the nodes (see paragraphs 
0037 and 0038). That is. the unit that requests the task plays no part in deciding which 
node will execute the task, as this process is dictated only by the load balancer based 
on capacity. In contrast, the requesting IPC client In the current Invention makes this 
determination, as the IPC server recommends a suitable IPC client for handling the 
service request. The scheme of the present invention is far more flexible than what is 
described in Partanen, a hallmark of an IPC network. 

Additionally, claim 17 recites the limitation that the IPC server provides the 
operational state table to the client that has at least one sub-client coupled to the client. 
Bortoloso, Partanen and Lee do not describe the transfer of an operational state table to 
an IPC client having a sub-client. 

In view of the above. Applicants submit that independent claims 1,10 and 17 are 
patentable over the prior art. /^plicants also believe that those claims that depend from 
these independent claims are patentable, both based on their dependencies on the 
independent claims and their patentability on their own. Reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection of the claims is respectfully requested. Passing of this case 
Is now believed to be in order, and a Notice of Allowance is earnestly solicited* 
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No amendment made was related to the statutory requirements of patentability 
unless expressly stated herein. No amendment made was for the purpose of narrowing 
the scope of any claim, unless Applicants have argued herein that such amendment 
was made to distinguish over a particular reference or combination of references. 

In the event that the Examiner deems the present application non-allowable, it is 
requested that the Examiner telephone the Applicants' attorney or agent at the number 
indicated below so that the prosecution of the present case may be advanced by the 
clarification of any continuing rejection. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any necessary fee, or credit 
any overpayment, to Motorola, Inc* Deposit Account No. 50-21 1 7. 



Respectfully submitted, 



SEND CORRESPONDENCE TO: 



By: 




Motorola, Inc. 

Law Department - MD 1610 
8000 W. Sunrise Blvd. 
Plantation, PL 33322 



Larry G. Brown 
Attorney of Record 
Reg. No.: 45,834 



Customer Number: 24273 



Telephone:(954) 723-4295 
Fax No.: (954) 723-3871 
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